In the last few years, considerable discussion has revived in theological circles on the fundamental problematic of method in theology. A very influential catalyst for the debate was provided by Bernard Lonergan's study on method, which had been eagerly awaited for a number of years.
known work of Leonardo Boff on Christ the liberator. 11 After surveying various contemporary Christological approaches (the historico-critical, existential, and salvific-historical models), BofF carefully delineates what he considers to be the characteristics of a distinctively Latin American approach to Christology. Like Galilea, he enumerates five.
First, he stresses the primacy of the anthropological element over the ecclesiological; in other words, the Latin Americans are interested "not so much in the Church as in the person whom the Church must aid, must create, and must humanize." The arrival of this "new man" was impeded in the past by models and structures imported from Europe, with little creativity or adaptation to the new continent, resulting in a certain skepticism regarding the Church.
Next, his approach assigns priority to Utopian perspectives over factual ones; for the important element for Latin Americans is not the past (which was one of European colonization) but the future. With regard to the future, Utopian thought does not propose an illusion or escape from reality; rather, basing itself on the "hope principle," it contributes to maintaining the social process in a permanent opening to continuing transformation and thus "constructs and slowly anticipates the definitive world that was promised and shown to be possible by Jesus Christ."
BofFs third characteristic entails an emphasis on the critical element over the dogmatic. A critical stance is seen as an absolute prerequisite for maintaining permanent openness to the future, since ecclesiastical traditions and institutions often become anachronistic, obsolete, and a center of conservatism. Thus they impede rather than further a fruitful dialogue between Church and society.
The primacy of the social over the personal is the fourth emphasis. A call to personal conversion does not suffice, since sinful social structures contribute to Latin America's most serious problem: the marginalization of immense masses of people throughout the continent. In such a context, Boff feels, the Church must take part critically in the struggle for liberation, with special concern for those without names and without voices, so that the coming kingdom will be "not for a few of the privileged, but for all."
The fifth characteristic is that of orthopraxis over orthodoxy. Boff criticizes classical Christology for oversystematization and losing sight of the fundamental theme of the Synoptic Gospels: the actual following of Christ. His approach intends to follow the practice of the early Church, where "the essential element was not to reduce the message of Christ to systematic categories, but to create new ways of living and 713 acting in the world." In the remaining chapters, Boff incorporates these five priorities with many nuances into the discussion of central Christological themes. 12 It is clear from the above that Boff, in the same manner as Galilea, includes liberating praxis on behalf of the oppressed as a crucial component of his methodology. This can be seen most clearly in his fourth priority, that of the social over the personal. Moreover, his first three principles, the anthropological, Utopian, and critical emphases, all appear to be concerned with furthering the development of the future kingdom. At the same time, these three priorities in his method attempt to overcome an ecclesiocentric and conservative understanding of the Church's role in history, which may impede rather than advance the coming kingdom. This concentration on the Church did not preoccupy Galilea, who appears to have taken it for granted.
From both a methodological and Christological viewpoint, however, BofFs fifth emphasis on orthopraxis over orthodoxy appears to me to be his most important contribution; for here he points out that both methodology and Christology must manifest the same central core and focus: the actual following of Christ. Again, the elaboration of this crucial concept will have to be postponed until later.
II
At this point I shall move beyond the methodologies of specific areas of theology and consider some analyses of method which are related to the whole of theology. Because of their influence and also their explicit articulations, the three authors selected for discussion are Gustavo Gutiérrez, Juan Luis Segundo, and Jon Sobrino. In my judgment, Sobrino's analysis is the most profound, and so it will be discussed in greater detail than the others.
Gutiérrez' A Theology of Liberation™ was the first encounter with this new movement for many in the English-speaking world. Its first part is devoted to the clarification of his methodology, which he believes is both traditional and new. An important point Gutiérrez makes at the beginning of this attempt is that theology is an activity common to all believers, even though it may consist in "a rough outline of a theology" or a "pre-understanding of that faith which is manifested in 12 
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life, action, and concrete attitude." 14 Clearly, then, his method is not intended merely for academics or professional theologians, but also for all who try to lead a Christian life.
In clarifying his approach, Gutiérrez first considers two classical expressions of theological method: theology as wisdom and theology as rational knowledge. The former was intended to serve for growth in the spiritual life and was basically a reflection on Scripture. Because of monastic and Greek philosophical influences, however, it tended to be removed from any worldly concerns. Gutiérrez perceives a dichotomy opening up between this approach and that of a more rationalistic theology around the fourteenth century, with The Imitation of Christ serving as a paradigm of the split.
Theology as rational knowledge, he continues, began in the twelfth century and reached its zenith in Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas. In this transition, theology became "an intellectual discipline, born of the meeting of faith and reason."
15 It should be strongly stressed that Gutiérrez regards both of these classicial expressions as valid and as permanent tasks for theology. At the same time, he asserts emphatically that "both functions must be salvaged, at least partially, from the division and deformations they have suffered throughout history."
16
Gutiérrez next defines his own method as "critical reflection on praxis," and stresses that this does not involve a new content but a new way of doing theology. 17 The following points appear to me to be central to his approach. First, he begins with the fact that the Christian and the Christian community are called to a definite praxis, that is, to "real charity, action, and commitment to the service of men." 18 In the 14 Ibid. 3. In this respect, Peter Hebblethwaite presents the view of Pierre Jossua, a professor at Le Saulchoir, who held that theology was not a specialized activity confined to those who possess scientific competence, "but simply the activity of any true Christian who reflects on his faith and is qualified by the fact that he belongs to the People of God through baptism." Jossua is reported to have gone so far as to say that the idea of a professional theologian, a specialist in God, is blasphemous. The citation is from The Runaway Church: Post-Conciliar Growth or Decline (New York: Seabury, 1975) 110. 15 Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation 5. 16 Ibid. 6. 17 Ibid. It is important to note that while he calls his method "new," Gutiérrez insists that it "has its roots in the first centuries of the Church's life," a clear example being Augustine's City of God.
18 Ibid. 11. On the previous page Gutiérrez has an interesting supporting quotation from the distinguished Dutch theologian Edward Schillebeeckx: "And this, it seems to me, has been the greatest transformation which has taken place in the Christian conception of existence. It is evident that thought is also necessary for action. But the Church has for centuries devoted her attention to formulating truths and meanwhile Latin American context, the most striking sign of the times is clearly that of massive human suffering, and so the praxis is further qualified as the attempt to eliminate such suffering. For Gutiérrez, theology is a reflection on this definite praxis. It is a second step or-in the offquoted phrase of Hegel-"it rises only at sundown."
Moreover, theology must be critical, both of society and of the Church in the light of the Bible. Thus it serves the purpose of freeing both these institutions from various forms of ideology, idolatry, and alienation, while at the same time preventing pastoral practice from degenerating into mindless activism. Clearly, such an approach qualifies as prophetic, since it seeks to discover the profound meaning of historical events "with the purpose of making the Christians' commitment within them more radical and clear."
19 Consequently, critical theology is open to the world and to all of human history, with the result that it will always be changing and constantly be in a process of renewal.
Lastly, Gutiérrez places great stress on the element of hope in his method. Instead of being "the caboose of the present," theology will continue to be reflection "in the light of the future which is believed in and hoped for" and thus "part of the process by which the world is transformed."
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Gutiérrez devotes his second chapter to a detailed analysis of the term "liberation" in his theology, but this lies beyond my purview here. If a brief comparison may be made at this point with the analyses of Galilea and Boff, the similarities are striking. All three manifest the same emphasis on the importance of liberating praxis on behalf of the oppressed, although Boff and Gutiérrez place more explicit emphasis on the critical reflection that must accompany such praxis in a dialectical process. All three are determinedly future-oriented, although they utilize different symbols, such as "anticipated kingdom," "utopia," and "hope" to designate this necessary orientation. Although Gutiérrez does not emphasize poverty in his formal exposition of his method (as Galilea did), it is clearly a central concern: a discussion of poverty did almost nothing to better the world. In other words, the Church focused on orthodoxy and left orthopraxis in the hands of nonmembers and nonbelievers." The only reference given for this text is Schillebeeckx Juan Luis Segundo's views on method are expressed with greatest clarity in his most recent work, The Liberation of Theology, although it appears to me that he has been utilizing the method ever since his first published theological works. 22 In the book Segundo is forthright in adopting a conflictive stance and stating the differences which characterize a "liberating" theology as opposed to what he calls "academic" or "classical" theology, that is, theology as he sees it practiced in the centers of learning of the West.
To express his liberating methodology, Segundo utilizes the concept of the "hermeneutic circle." The same term was previously applied to the exegetical approach of Rudolf Bultmann, but Segundo believes that his method corresponds better to the strict sense of the circle. On its most fundamental level, the method involves "the continuous change in our interpretation of the Bible which is dictated by the continuing changes in our present-day reality, both individual and societal."
23 If present reality is to change, one must be to some extent dissatisfied with it and thus raise questions concerning it that are "rich enough, general enough, and basic enough to force us to change our customary perceptions of life, death, knowledge, society, politics, and the world in general." 24 Once these new and more profound questions are posed to the scriptural texts, it is essential that our interpretation of the texts change also; otherwise the new questions would either receive no answer or else answers that are conservative and useless.
This preliminary description of the method is further clarified by the delineation of four steps that are essential to its proper exercise:
Firstly there is our way of experiencing reality, which leads us to ideological suspicion. Secondly there is the application of our ideological suspicion to the whole ideological superstructure in general and to theology in particular. Thirdly there comes a new way of experiencing theological reality that leads 21 Gutiérrez, A Theology of Liberation 302. The chapter "Poverty: Solidarity and Protest" includes pp. 287-306. Gutiérrez' emphasis on praxis is evident in his statement that "the absence of a sufficient commitment to the poor, the marginated, and the exploited is perhaps the fundamental reason why we have no solid contemporary reflection on the witness of poverty" (ibid. us to exegetical suspicion, that is, to the suspicion that the prevailing interpretation of the Bible has not taken important pieces of data into account.
Fourthly we have our new hermeneutic, that is, our new way of interpreting the fountainhead of our faith (i.e., Scripture) with the new elements at our disposal.
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The concept of "suspicion" here is derived from Paul Ricoeur and is based on Segundo's hypothesis that ideologies connected with current social conditions and vested interests may be unconsciously ruling our present theological ideas and pastoral practice.
It is important to note that the first stage of the circle always involves the experience of a definite problem, and an act of will or commitment on the part of the subject to find a solution to the problem. Segundo concludes from this that "a hermeneutic circle in theology always presupposes a profound human commitment, & partiality that is consciously accepted-not on the basis of theological criteria of course, but on the basis of human criteria."
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At this point it is obvious that the hermeneutical circle is in need of considerable clarification, so that its procedures may be understood more precisely. To accomplish this, Segundo considers in some detail the works of four writers: Harvey Cox, Karl Marx, Max Weber, and James Cone. His objective is to determine whether they have succeeded in completing the four steps in the circle and, if not, to point out precisely at what point they have failed.
The true meaning of the circle can perhaps be best illustrated by considering the treatment of Cone, since he is adjudged to be the only writer who has completed all four stages. As regards the first stage, there can be no doubt that Cone is partial, that is, totally committed to the black community and its struggle for freedom. Clearly, Cone has experienced the problem of racism and is determined to find a solution and to attempt to change the reality of racism.
When he reaches the second point of the circle, Cone manages to achieve a high level of suspicion with regard to the whole American superstructure, including the dominant theology. This appears clearly in his charge that American white theology "has been basically a theology of the white oppressor, giving religious sanction to the genocide of Indians and the enslavement of black people." 27 The central ideological weapon that Cone uncovers is white theology's pretense of 25 Ibid. 9. 26 Ibid. 13. A key element in Segundo's quarrel with academic theology is that it "may well be unaware of its unconscious partiality, but the very fact that it poses as something impartial is a sign of its conservative partiality from the very start" (ibid.).
27 Ibid. 28. The reference given is to Cone's A Black Theology of Liberation (Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1970) 22.
"color blindness,"
28 an approach which effectively disguises the racial roots of oppression.
Cone then moves to the third point in the circle, by committing himself to uprooting the mechanisms of ideology in white theology and thus to fashioning a theology that corresponds to the perspective and aspirations of the black community. This leads directly into the fourth point, as he presents a new interpretation of Scripture based on the richer and more profound questions that have been raised.
Segundo's entire book is actually a nuanced attempt to perform the same task as Cone. Instead of Cone's "white theology," he deideologizes the "classical" or "academic" theology of the West; and instead of speaking for the black community, he speaks for the suffering masses of the Third World in Latin America. In my view, the key to his method is what may be called an ideological dialectic, that is, an exposure of unconscious or conscious ideologies that sacralize the status quo, while at the same time clearing the ground for the creation of new and more efficacious ideologies that will be open to change. A great deal of attention has been given in Segundo's published work to the implications of these principles for ecclesiology, but that is beyond the scope of this survey. 29 
Ill
As I see it, the most detailed and profound elaboration of a theological method from the perspective of Latin America has been advanced by Jon Sobrino, a Spanish Jesuit who has worked for many years in Central America. This background appears to have provided him with a perspective that allows a penetrating analysis of both European and Latin theology, and his primary effort is to contrast the two approaches as clearly as possible.
The basic principles of Sobrino's approach are to be found in his recent presentation at a meeting in Mexico City, 30 while their actual 31 Two questions are considered of crucial importance by Sobrino in the Mexico City address. First, what is the interest of the theologian? Why does one do theology in the first place? Also, for whom is one theologizing and from whose perspective? Obviously, this presupposes that theological activity is never neutral; it always has a practical and ethical dimension, whether this is explicit or implicit. Sobrino concludes that in Europe the predominant interest has been to recover the meaning of a faith that was threatened, and that this was liberating for certain intellectual elites. In Latin America the basic problem was to recover the meaning of a real situation that was not only threatened but in actual misery. The interest, therefore, was to "aid in transforming the reality of sin. The adversary in theology has been not so much the 'atheist' as the 'non-person.' " tion in the life of Jesus, which leads to the problem of the epistemological break within theological understanding. With regard to the liberating character of theology, Sobrino utilizes for his comparison the two "moments" of the Enlightenment. He believes that the major emphasis in European theology has been a response to the challenge of the first moment, symbolized by Kant, where liberation is seen as the freeing of reason from all authoritarianism and where its basic interest is rationality. The Latin Americans, by contrast, orient themselves to the second moment of the Enlightenment, symbolized by Marx, where liberation is seen as the freeing of reality from suffering and where the basic interest is not rationality but transformation. Clearly, the latter involves not only a new way of thinking but also a new way of acting.
Such a bifurcation of interests, Sobrino continues, has important repercussions; for European theology tends to harmonize the reality of massive suffering, for example, with the demands of reason, in order to demonstrate that it is meaningful to believe in God in a world of suffering. But such an approach can, in fact, have an alienating rather than liberating function; for often it leaves the reality untouched and in that sense justified or justifiable. On the other hand, the Latin Americans focus rather on the need to transform the sinful situation and thus to confront it in a manner that is as real and free of ideology as possible. In summary form, "the first viewpoint can lead to seeking the reconciliation of meaninglessness only within the subject himself or herself; the second viewpoint sees reconciliation as possible only in the solution of the crisis of reality itself, or at least in the attempt at a solution." 33 This diversity of perspectives explains also why the Latin Americans seek aid in finding solutions not primarily from philosophy but from the social sciences, since these analyze the reality and mechanisms of human suffering and provide possible concrete models of liberation from that suffering. It also explains their greater awareness of the status of theology precisely as knowledge. Because of possible ideologization, they stress the real effects that a certain kind of theology has on society, and not merely the intention that the theologian has in doing theology.
Sobrino devotes the second major part of his essay to a problematic mentioned above, the relationship between theory and praxis in the advancement of the kingdom. European theology is seen as primarily interested in transmitting a body of truths or meanings, that is, it is fundamentally theory or a history of theory, even when it is reflecting on theory and praxis. The Latins, however, stress the need first for a 33 Ibid. 187. THEOLOGICAL METHOD 721 contact with reality before reflecting on the theology implied in that contact. Furthermore, for them "it is not only a question of thinking beginning with experience, but of thinking beginning with a definite experience, beginning with a praxis that not only is influenced by the suffering in the world . . . but which starts with the transformation of that suffering."
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Sobrino admits that European theology has also stressed the need of orthopraxis flowing from orthodoxy, but believes that it still concentrates on thinking rather than action and that it has replaced an orthodoxy of affirmations by an orthodoxy of method. Also, in Europe the "following of Jesus" is usually relegated to spiritual theology; its role as a means of "knowing" Jesus has been largely ignored in contemporary systematic Christologies. For Latin Americans, however, it is the real following of Jesus (i.e., praxis) which permits knowledge of the reality of Jesus: "method in its most profound sense is understood as the unity of knowledge as activity and knowledge as content."
35 In summary, the method is not to think about but actually to follow the way of Jesus, that is, Christ is "truth" insofar as he is "way."
At this point the question arises: What "way" is to be followed that permits an understanding that is distinctively , 1974) , noting that the book "marca el momento más importante de la incorporación de la ruptura epistemologica en el conocimiento teológico europeo" way of stating this fact is that theological understanding must undergo "conversion" in its own functioning. Without this, it will seek to develop universal standards of interpretation within which it tries to verify the truth of faith, "but it does not suspect that the first thing faith does is put these universal standards in question."
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Sobrino then delineates a number of consequences of the epistemologica! break which have influenced Latin American theology. In a continent where love, reconciliation, and justice are not apparent, but where the situation of vast masses of people is catastrophic, theology is much more dialectical than analogical: like is not known by like, but by the dissimilar. "Liberation" can only be understood dialectically, in opposition to lived oppression, and it is in the situation of sin and oppression that one seeks to find God. Furthermore, Greek thought had assumed that wonder and the positive structure of reality were what moved man to know. For Latin Americans, the primary motivation is rather that of sorrow, since present history is understood as the continued history of the passion of God; thus the groans of the oppressed occupy a privileged position as the motive for theological thinking. And instead of a system which coherently integrates the data of revelation and the data of history, this theology seeks to respond to a situation of widespread sorrow by striving to eliminate the causes of sorrow.
Another consequence has to do with the question of theodicy, or the reconciliation of God and human suffering. The Latins have historicized and politicized the question, so that it is not merely concerned with natural catastrophes but with human decisions and systems of oppression. Moreover, they view the problem not as a justification of God but as the justification of man in a world of injustice. Consequently, the solution is not to be found in "thinking" about God in a way which reconciles God and suffering, but rather in the task of constructing a world according to God's will and experiencing the reality of God in this attempt. And the question of theodicy is viewed as essentially practical: to the extent that faith in the God of Jesus leads to the real overcoming of suffering, to that extent is God justified, even when there is no theoretical reconciliation of God and suffering. From this perspective the knowledge of God is connatural: whoever tries seriously to do justice to men is on the way to God. The phenomenon of the "death of God" leads to a fourth consequence. In Europe this phenomenon functions as the most radical expression of the crisis of meaning within a theistic culture. It also serves to highlight what is most distinctive in Christian thought; for "the crucified God marks the dividing line between an authentically Christian theology and any religion, philosophy, or ideology whatever, since it is the most radical expression of God's assumption of history, not in the ideal but in the real order." 38 However, the "death of God" is seen in Latin America in a different concrete mediation than that of Europe, namely, in the "death of man." If the death of God is the expression of a crisis of meaning, then the death of man is the expression of a crisis in reality itself, so that the epistemological break is not so much in the death of God as in the death of the oppressed. Thus the mediation of the absolutely Other is that which functions as really other: the oppressed. Through the latter is discovered what is typical of the God of Jesus: "his availability to become other, to submerge himself in history and thus to make real and credible his last word to mankind, his word of love."
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A last consequence concerns the basic aporia or paradox of all serious understanding, such as, in Christian history, the paradox or aporia of creator and creature, liberty and grace, faith and works. In Latin America the basic aporia is between the gratuity of the kingdom of God and its human realization (a modern equivalent of the problem of grace and liberty). Since the realization takes place in a world of suffering, the task is necessarily conflictive, and the most positive element in reality-love which searches efficaciously for justice-appears impotent before the most negative factor-sin and injustice.
Aporia means literally "without a way"; from this perspective there appears to be no way for love to triumph over injustice. The problem is not resolved by thinking but once again by praxis: to know theologically in the presence of an aporia is to open a way. Thus Latin American theology tends to opt for concrete social and political solutions (e.g., socialism). This differs from the European emphasis on "eschatological reserve," which tends to relativize all concrete programs, since they do not constitute the definitive kingdom of God. Latin theology admits this but insists that partial and functional solutions are essential in order to solve the aporia. Christian faith, in this view, is not an ideology, but it provides the source of partial and functional ideologies. In conclusion, while admitting the positive achievements of European theology (e.g., those which led to Vatican II), Sobrino faults it for its lack of self-criticism. This appears in its historical anachronism, namely, in its assumption that a theological understanding that was liberating in certain historical situations must continue to be such in different historical situations. It is also seen to be guilty of geographical anachronism, that is, it was not aware that it was theologizing from the geopolitical center of the world, ignoring the fact that the world is a totality in tension between center and periphery and that, from a Christian perspective, it is the periphery (the poor) or the repercussions on the periphery that is the privileged place for theological understanding.
Sobrino also alludes to a difference between the two theologies with regard to their relation to the sources of faith. Obviously, for both there is a first moment of acceptance of the Christian faith. But the Europeans tend to clarify reality from the sources; for the Latins, the sources are not seen as sources previous to the analysis of reality and liberating praxis, but rather as sources which illumine reality insofar as they themselves are illuminated by it. In brief, there is a constant dialectical interplay between the sources of revelation and real Christian existence.
Lastly, from Sobrino's perspective, the most fundamental divergence between the different theologies lies in the overcoming of dualisms. In Europe this has often occurred on the level of thinking (e.g., spiritbody, person-society, transcendence-history). But what Latin American theology has attempted is the overcoming of the most radical dualism of all: that between the believing subject and history, between theory and praxis, not on the level of mere thinking, but on the level of real existence. A final sentence sums up the entire article:
Fundamentally, Latin American theology has tried to recover the meaning of the profound biblical experiences concerning what it means to know theologically: to know the truth is to do the truth, to know Jesus is to follow Jesus, to know sin is to take away sin, to know suffering is to free the world from suffering, to know God is to go to God injustice.
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Sobrino's analysis is considerably more nuanced than the above outline indicates. For present purposes, however, it can be seen to pull together into a synthesis the elements of method presented by the liberation; for he asserts that the Christian "must embrace them with great zeal, because they constitute the Kingdom which is present in the ambiguities of history, and on the other hand, must die to them because they are not the whole liberation or the whole Kingdom" (ibid. 90). 41 Sobrino, "El conocimiento teológico" 207.
other theologians noted above. It also has the advantage of uncovering, on a profound level, the basic differences between the Latin American approach and other traditional methods in theology. Before evaluating its possible contribution to world theology, I would now like to consider briefly the work of several North American theologians who have written recently on the problematic of theology and praxis.
IV
Although praxis does not appear to be a major concern in his recent work, Charles Davis has published an important article on the subject.
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In large part, Davis is expounding the views of others, but the basic thrust of his analysis of praxis is very similar to that of Sobrino. Also, he sees the question as a serious challenge to all of theology, and points to a number of the crucial questions it raises.
In my opinion, however, the article is ultimately disappointing, in that Davis does not really expatiate on the kind of theology that would reply to the questions he has posed. He does insist that a renewed praxis is necessary and that it "must be conscious as united to theory." Moreover, he notes that Christian praxis "demands a critical analysis of present society, intended to uncover the contradictions latent within it" and includes "the actualization of the conflict thus uncovered." 43 However, to cite one example, he does not respond to the problem posed earlier that an acceptance of the mediation of faith by praxis means that "theology loses its boundaries as an independent discipline, because the only appropriate context for the conscious articulation of praxis is a theory of the development of society in its total reality."
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Matthew Lamb has also published a recent article on the problem, which performs a valuable service in clearly outlining five different methodological approaches to theology. 45 Like Davis, he believes that "theory-praxis goes right to the core of the entire theological enterprise." 46 After an analysis of the four other models in contemporary theology, he discusses a theology based on "critical praxis correlations," which he himself appears to favor. This approach affirms that "praxis is not only the goal but also the foundation of theory" and that "only an authentic religious, moral, intellectual and social praxis can ground an authentic theology." 47 the foundation of orthodoxy" as well as the relating of theology to other human knowledge and action not by the mediation of philosophy but by "the praxis of a wide-ranging interdisciplinary collaboration."
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Lamb uses the term "emancipatory" praxis frequently, and this appears to correspond to the Latin American use of "liberating" praxis, at least on a formal level. Lamb's major contribution to the development of a theology of "critical praxis correlationships" appears to be the distinguishing of different tasks within it as either foundational-methodological, epistemological-organizational, or empirical-communicative. However, aside from the question of the clarity and utility of these distinctions, he does not contribute much detail for the understanding of a praxisgrounded theology. In this respect it should be stressed that the author himself refers to his survey as "only a beginning." 49 In the much larger framework of his book on method, David Tracy is another author who has turned his attention to the question of a "practical theology."
50 In Tracy's view, fundamental and systematic theology are concerned with the construction of present meaning, while historical theology reconstructs past meaning for the present. From this perspective he envisions practical theology's task as "to project the future possibilities of meaning and truth on the basis of present constructive and past historical theological resources." 51 It is doubtful to me that any of the Latin Americans mentioned above would accept this as a total description of their task of theologizing.
Tracy also proceeds to a critique of contemporary theologies of praxis from his revisionist perspective. His major objection is that they do not challenge the neo-orthodox model of their predecessors. Thus he asks: "Why cannot that critical commitment so admirably articulated in the critical interpretations of the social and political realities of our common experience, also be employed to interpret critically the possible concep tual incoherencies of traditional Christian symbols?" 52 If we confine ourselves to the Latin American theologians under discussion, the answer to that question is that they have employed and are continuing to employ a critique of the Christian tradition and symbols that is at least as penetrating as any that I know in Western theology. the Enlightenment. Further, he states that it is a "reflection on praxis," which is "applicable to every area of theology-moral, dogmatic, ascetical, and so forth." Like the Latin Americans, Baum is very aware of the possible alienating effects of religion, as the title of his book indicates. He, too, is critical of the privatization of Christianity, and sets forth his own intention of regaining the "double dimension of personal-and-social in the gospel." 59 Baum is careful to point out differences in his method and that of the Latin Americans. For example, he notes the differences in social and class analysis required in North America, as well as the different forms of historically-based symbols and of political commitments (e.g., the "reformist" approach is seen as acceptable as well as the "radical" stance), Nevertheless, the basic methods appear to be the same, and Baum admits as much when he says they are "structurally" identical.
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This structural identity is defined very clearly when he asserts that both methods "are reflections on faith-conversion, they are grounded in social commitment in favor of the oppressed, they raise consciousness, lead to social involvement, and regard themselves as the reflective or contemplative component of the liberating human action, in which God is redemptively present to the sinful world."
61 Although the term "praxis" is not used in this sentence, it is clearly implied throughout.
Lastly, Baum's two-year effort at producing a "theological reading of sociology," the subtitle of his book, shows that he shares the Latin American predilection for dialogue with the social sciences. Even the divergences he mentions concerning different social analyses, and so forth, are faithful to the Latin American principle of theologizing out of one's own historical and geographical milieu. Thus the further development of Baum's theology will be an important test case for the applicability of the Latin American method in other parts of the world, especially in the developed world. V One fact that clearly emerges from this survey is that the question of praxis is surfacing from many different perspectives as a key issue in theological methodology today or even, as Lamb maintains, the central issue. It should also be clear that the concept of praxis has provided the linchpin in the structure of an original and indigenous Latin American theology during the past fifteen years, that is, during the time when it ceased to be a mirror-reality, merely reflecting the theological views of the developed nations, and began its course as a source-reality, faithful to its own history and culture. 62 Because of their unswerving concentration on praxis, then, it seems entirely probable that the Latins have an important contribution to make to the problematic that is now coming to the fore in Western theology. 63 This contribution may be discerned not only in the important area of method in theology, but also in the actual doing of praxis-based theology, as is clear in the Christologies of Boff and Sobrino, the spirituality of Galilea, and the numerous books of Segundo and Gutiérrez, among others. Since many of these works are not yet available in English, the present survey may at least be of some service in widening the parameters and uncovering further nuances in the contemporary debate on praxis.
Again, the survey may help to dissolve some false impressions concerning Latin American theology that occasionally arise in the West. The difficulty may be illustrated by a humorous anecdote related of the late Cardinal Jean Daniélou. 64 On a visit to Buenos Aires, Daniélou was asked for his opinion of the theology of liberation. The Cardinal is reported to have answered that he saw it as a "sub-sub-subdivision" of moral theology. Thus it was a part of theology that studied the moral act, a part of moral which studied the social act, a part of that area which studied the political act, and a part of the latter which studied the problems of underdeveloped nations. I hope it is clear from the whole tenor of this survey that Daniélou was profoundly mistaken; what is at issue is not merely the ethics of development (or of liberation) but the entire structure, method, and content of contemporary theology.
Again, my primary purpose has been to present ideas from the periphery that show promise of advancing the dialogue in world theology with regard to theological method. However, I would like to conclude with some general observations of my own. 62 Leonardo Boff refers to the whole of Latin American culture, including religion, as a "realidad espejo" and not a "fuente" in Liberación y cautiverio 136-37. 63 Regarding this problematic, Matthew Lamb quotes the interesting observation of Bernard Lonergan that "it is only after the age of innocence has passed that praxis is accorded serious academic attention" (Lamb, "The Theory-Praxis Relationship" 172). Clearly, a pedestrian but honest reply might be that one wants to publish rather than perish. Or one could say that one's purpose is to pursue the truth at all costs, wherever it leads and whatever its effects. But this is precisely the attitude that the sociology of knowledge has revealed to be intellectually naive, with its ever-present potentiality for canonizing relative positions as absolute truth. I would judge that a salutary capacity for "ideological suspicion" now appears to be an essential weapon in the intellectual armory of the theologian.
There is, however, another side to the ideological coin. Schillebeeckx has observed that "in contemporary society it is impossible to believe in a Christianity that is not at one with the movement to emancipate mankind." 70 But to effect such emancipation, one has to develop and implement practical strategies for social transformation, that is, ideologies in a neutral sense. Without these, the commitment to emancipation remains on an abstract, and ultimately alienating, level. Such ideologies are not to be found in Scripture, although an urgent motivation to find and implement them may be discovered there. Rather, they are obtainable through the discernment and utilization of the best models of analysis available at a given point in history, most probably in a framework of interdisciplinary collaboration. It should be frankly recognized that there is no absolute certainty that the models are correct, and they are open to modification and even rejection as a result of actual praxis.
Further, a crucial point is that a certain élan and perseverance are essential for an effective commitment to social transformation. Here the emphasis in European political theology on "eschatological reserve" becomes problematic; for while it attempts, laudably, to protect the absoluteness and gratuity of the kingdom of God, it tends to cast a relativizing pall on all human efforts to realize that kingdom, thus undercutting the enthusiasm and determination needed for an effective historical project. Ironically, the movement to overcome the alienating "privatization" of Christianity may thus be fostering a more subtle but no less effective form of alienation.
Another general conclusion is that an incorporation of the Latin American emphasis on praxis and social justice into theology, including pastoral theology, could have an enormous impact on the Church and the world it serves, no matter how the praxis-theory debate develops. For a key weakness in the Church at present appears to be the tendency to issue "statements" on social issues without a real plan for the implementation of social teaching at the grass-roots level. But only such orthopraxis (perhaps better, Christopraxis) and continuing reflection on it appears capable of moving toward a primary objective of the contemporary Church: a true synthesis of faith and justice. 71 As for the praxis-theory debate itself, it seems plausible to assume that both the method of "critical theory correlationship" (as represented by Tracy) and that of "critical praxis correlationship" (as represented by Baum and the Latin Americans) will continue to develop and flourish. Although the approaches are fundamentally divergent in emphasis, there seems to be no compelling reason why they cannot engage in collaboration and fruitful dialogue in the future; for the dialectical relationship of theory (or meaning) and praxis is a funda- so that it can be seen "in relation to the need to live and work with those who cannot help themselves, and to be with them in their struggle for liberation."
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The document also refers to differences in the three continents, such as the presence of the world religions and the need for humble dialogue with them, the differing aspects of racial discrimination, and the situation of Christian minorities in non-Christian societies. However, the basic "structural identity" with the method surveyed in the first part of this survey should be abundantly evident.
If, then, the document is a true reflection of trends in theological method throughout the Third World, the charge of "provincialism" may be exactly reversed; it could be ourselves in the West who would be guilty of provincialism, while the majority of the nations of the world had moved into the orbit of the new approach. Paradoxically, we could be the ones in grave danger of being "marginalized" within a limited conception of the role and practice of theology.
But I believe that such an outcome is not inevitable. At the very least, Western theologians who decide to reject the approach of the Third World could achieve a better understanding of it and thus be critically aware of its importance for our common future. Others in the West may find that the method is consonant with their own experience and needs, and adapt it to the history and culture of their own developed (or overdeveloped) nations.
At any rate, it is my conviction that a true world-theology is being born in our time and that an era of theological imperialism is rapidly expiring. By speaking of world-theology, I do not intend to advocate a false or premature universalism, nor am I attempting to co-opt or domesticate the challenging voices from the periphery that are now reaching the centers of the West. But it appears evident to me that the process towards an interdependent planetary culture is irreversible, and that at the same time this will be characterized by a diversity never before experienced and a consequent enrichment from areas previously ignored. Indeed, this may be the beginning of the era envisioned by Dietrich Bonhoeffer during his own struggle with oppression, when men will once more be called on to utter the word of God that the world will be changed and renewed by it. It will be a new language, perhaps quite non-religious, but liberating and redeeming-as was Jesus' language; it will shock people and yet overcome them with its power; it will be the language of a new righteousness and truth, proclaiming God's peace with men and the coming of his kingdom. 
